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DETAILED ACTION 

1 This.application_has been examined. ..The Amendment jiledJ3/13/06._has 

been entered. Per the amendment and applicant's remarks, the claim recitation now is 
reverted back to its previous form and dates back to the parent case of 6/3/1996. 
Accordingly, the Winkle reference has been removed from consideration, but new art 
has been applied. 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 

all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-7, 10-17, 19-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kalluri et al (5937331) and Takase et al (5689501) and Chess et al 
(5802592). 

4. Regarding claim 1 , Kalluri et al show a client system with computer and 
program instructions communicating with a server (Abstract, Figure 1 , column 2 lines 
25-40), a method of restoring a corrupted portion of program instructions at the client 
(column 5 lines 25-45) including: checking the validity of system program instructions 
and application program instructions at the client to determine if a corrupted portion 
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exists (column 6 lines 18-47), and upon determining that either have a corrupted 
portion, receiving replacement instructions for the corrupted portion from the server 
(column 5 lines 30-45,_column 6 lines 20-50), and replacing the corrupted. portion with 
the replacement instructions (column 9 lines 25-55). Kalluri et al do not go into the 
details of the connecting to the server upon making the determination that a corrupted 
portion exists, but do mention efficiently providing a way to obtain replacement 
instructions. Furthermore, Takase et al do show connecting to the server to retrieve 
replacement instructions to take a replacement path when a corrupted portion of a path 
is determined (abstract, Figures 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, column 4 lines 15-40, column 6 lines 
10-35 and 50-65, column 8 lines 29-55,column 26 lines 25-60) to efficiently obtain 
replacement instructions. It would have been obvious to a person with ordinary skill in 
the art to have Kalluri et al connect to the server upon making the determination that a 
corrupted portion exists, to efficiently providing a way to obtain replacement instructions. 
Kalluri et al and Takase et al do not go into the specific details of the instructions being 
in an actual program which is replaced per se, but do show correction of instructions 
with programs (column 8 lines 52-67). Furthermore, Chess et al show replacing an 
actual program if it is corrupted, to correct instructions (column 3 lines 30-50). It would 
have been obvious to a person with ordinary skill in the art to have an actual program 
replaced in Kalluri et al, because it would be an efficient way to correct instructions. 

5. Regarding claim 2, validity check uses a checksum technique (Kalluri et al 
Figure 4, column 7 lines 10-20). 



Application/Control Number: 09/851 ,402 
Art Unit: 2174 



Page 4 



6. Regarding claim 3, the act of connecting the client to the server includes 
selecting a local connection script associated with the server (Winkel column 5 lines 5- 
20 which is part of the process of connecting to the server which is obvious to combine 
into Kalluri et al as explained in paragraph 4 of this Office Action). 

7. Regarding claim 4, a default connection script is read from the memory of 
the client to connect to a remote computer and the selected local script is downloaded 
(Winkel column 5 lines 10-25 which is part of the process of connecting to the server 
which is obvious to combine into Kalluri et al as explained in paragraph 4 of this Office 
Action). 

8. Regarding claim 5, the replacement instructions are automatically (without 
user intervention) requested and received (Kalluri et al column 9 lines 20-49). Given 
then obviousness to have the connection to the server, this would thus happen after the 
connection is made. 

9. Regarding claim 6, the replacement instructions are received through a 
satellite link (Kalluri et al column 5 lines 5-25). 
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10. Regarding claim 7, the replacement instructions are written to a random 
access memory, decompressed, and written to a flash memory of the client (Kalluri et al 
column 7 lines 20-49). 

1 1 . Regarding claim 1 1 , validity is checked during initialization (Kalluri et al 
column 6 lines 18-47). 

12. Claims 12-13 show the same features as claims 1-2 respectively and are 
rejected for the same reasons. 

13. Claim 14 shows the same features as claim 7 and is rejected for the same 
reasons. 

14. Regarding claim 15, an example of this is checking validity upon an 
initialization sequence, and thus this is rejected for the same reasons as claim 12. 

1 5. Claims 1 6-1 7 are rejected for the same reasons as claims 1 -2. In 
addition, note that the portion being represented as a block is inherent. 



1 6. Claims 1 9-20 are rejected for the same reasons as claims 6-7. 
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17. Claim 21 shows the same features as claim 6 and is rejected for the same 
reasons. 

18. Regarding claim 22, checking validity comprises identifying specific 
addresses associated with the identified corrupted blocks (Kalluri et al column 6 lines 
25-50). 

1 9. Claim 23 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 7. 

20. Claim 24 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 5. 

21 . Claims 25-26 are rejected for the same reasons as clams 16-17. 

22. Claim 27 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 23 (and claim 7). 

23. Claim 28 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 1 5. 

24. Claim 29 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 22. 

25. Regarding claim 10, Kalluri et al do not specifically show the Java applet, 
but Examiner takes Official Notice that it is common in the art to use Java applets to 
transmit instructions over a network. Kalluri et al shows transmitting instructions over 



Application/Control Number: 09/851 ,402 Page 7 

Art Unit: 2174 

the network. It would have been obvious to a person with ordinary skill in the art to use 
Java applets in Kalluri et al because it would be an efficient way to transmit instructions 
over the network. 

26. Claims 8-9 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kalluri et al (5937331 ) and Takase et al (5689501 ) and Chess et al 
(5802592) and Reed et al (5903732). 

27. Regarding claim 8, neither Kalluri et al nor Takase et al nor Chess et al 
show specifically the instructions received over the Internet, but Kalluri et al and Takase 
et al do show receiving over a network. Furthermore, Reed et al show receiving validity 
instructions over the Internet as a useful network (column 6 lines 1-30). It would have 
been obvious to a person with ordinary skill in the art to have Kalluri et al use the 
Internet, because it would provide a useful Internet from which to receive the 
instructions. 

28. Regarding claim 9, neither Kalluri et al nor Takase et al nor Chess et al 
specifically mention the browser having the corrupted portion, but Kalluri et al do show 
the application program at the client for receiving the data for presentation (column 5 
lines 40-55). Furthermore, Reed et al do show the browser for presenting data at the 
client (column 4 lines 40-55). It would have been obvious to a person with ordinary skill 
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in the art to have this in Kalluri et, because it would provide a convenient application to 
present data at the client. 

29. Claim 1 8 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 8. 

30. Applicant's arguments with respect to the claims have been considered 
but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

31 . Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Steven P. Sax whose telephone number is (571 ) 
272-4072. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday thru Friday, 8:30 AM - 
5:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kristine Kincaid can be reached on (571) 272-4063. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-21 7-91 97 (toll-free). 



